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RRIVIARKS 

I. IntrodacQon 

In response to the Office Action dated April 10, 2002, claims 1,12, and 34 have been 
amended. Claims 1-34 remain in the applicarion. Re-examination and re-consideradon of the 
application, as amended, is requested. 

II. Claim Amendments 

Applicants' attorney has made amendments to the claims as indicated above. These 
amendments were made solely for the purpose of clarifying the language of the claims, and were not 
required to distinguish the dnims over the prior art. 

ni. Kxaminer Interview 

On July 8, 2002, an interview was conducted between Jason S. Feldmar, Reg. No. 39,187 and 
Examiner Bashore. Applicants appreciate die Examiner's time in conducting die interview. The 
current flqimg primarily ^l^^itrt V) and the use of a FORM tag element vs. an element transferred from a 
form (as claimed) were discussed in view of Francis* The Examiner indicated that the preamble 
su^ested that die form is in an HTML page and dierefore was confiising if in fact it is not an HTML 
FORM tag element Accordingly, AppHcants agreed to clarify this language in the preamble. The 
Examiner indicated diat $uch an amendment would be considered. 

IV. Drawings 

In paragraph 1 1 of the Office Acrion, the Examiner notes that the application was filed widi 
informal drawings and that formal drawings would be required when the application is allowed. 
Applicants appreciate this acknowledgement and will file formal drawings when the apphcation is 
allowed, 

V, 37 CFR 1 .75((^) Npti-Att Rej^^^pn 

In paragraph 12 of the Office Action, claims 2, 13, and 24 were objected to fox filing to 
fiirther limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Additionally, paragraph 18 of the Office Action 
disagreed with Applicants' prior traversal of this rejection as follows; 
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Applicants traverse the Eacammcx's objectioii of claims 2, 13, 24 under CFR 1.7S(c), as being of 
improper dependent foim for failing to funiici limit the subject matter of a previous claim- Applicants argue 
on page 8 (secdon Vm - Nou Art Rcjcctioii) of the amendment that dependent claims 2, 13, 24 provide a 
timing element, therefore providing a further limitadon of the independent daims. The Examincx respectfully 
disagrees- llie Exanuner notes that Applicants appear to contradict their own posinon set forth in Petition 
luxder 37 CFR 1.181 to invoke Supervisory Authority (filed 5/21/2001 as paper #5). Page 2 of said pctiuon 
states in part 

*Th9 AppikanU* ammdment oj the clams mcnl^ amended the independent clmms to incorpcrate dependent 
sltdm limitations. F<fr example^ the independent claims 1, 12, 23 were amended to include a Umitatiajt such that the 
element was transferred fmm a form to an HTML pc^ end an HTML file associated with the HTMLp^e, which 
limitation was incorporation from dependent claims 2, 73, and 24 respective^ of the application as Qfi^nalfy fikd*\ 

Using daims 1, and 2 as an example, the relevant limitadon of claim 1 states: 

"reading information from a prefect fik the informa&on coffiprising a relationship between an element that 
has been transferred from a form to an HTML pq^ and the KTMLftle assoaated with the HTML pa^". 

Dependent claim 2 states: 

'The method of claim /, wherein the infirmatfon is ^nerated when the element is transferred from the form to 
the HTML pagjt assodaudwish the HTML fiL " 

The Examiner does not see any evidence of daim 2 furtfier limiting the subject matter of independent 
daim 1. This equally applies to daim 13 (dependent fo>m daim 12), and claim 24 (dependent &om claim 23). 

Applicants contiQue in ttdr traversal of this rejection. The petLtion to remove the finahty 
did in fact provide that limitauotis from claims 2, 13, and 24 were incorporated into the independent 
claiins. However, not all of the limitations ia claims 2, 13, and 24 were incorporated. The 
limitations diac were incorporated provided that the element was "transferred frotn a foun to an 
HTML page and an HTML file associated with the HTML page". However, the timing element 
regardiog when the infotination was generated was not incorporated iato the independent claims. 
Tlie Petition to remove the finality was based on the rationale that some of the dependencies were 
brought up (and not all of them). Accordingly, the Applicants positions axe non contradictory. In 
this regard, AppKcants continue to subndt that the dependent claims provide a limitation regarding 
when the information is generated. The independent daims do not provide for such a limitation. 
Accordingly, claims 2, 13, and 24 do in fact further limit the subject matter of the independent 
claims. 

Should the Examiner continue to feel that such a limitation does not further limit the 
independent claims. Applicants request that the Examiner specifically refer to the language in the 
independent claims that provide the timing element as to when the information is generated. 
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VI. 35 use §112 Non-Art Rejecrion 

riaimg 1, 2, 12, 13> and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §112, second paragraph, as being 
indefiiiite for foiling to particukily point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
Applicants regard as the invention. Specifically, claims 1, 2, 12, 13, and 34 were rejected based on 
unclear antecedent basis. 

Applicants have amended claims 1 and 12 to clarify that the same form is being used 
throughout the claim. Accordingly, AppKcants submit that this rejection is now moot. 

Addidonally, rWim 34 was rejected for indefiniteness. Applicants have amended claim 34 and 
submit that this rejecdon is now moot. 

VIL Office Action Prior Art Rejections 

In paragraphs (14)-(15) of the Office Action, claims 1-8, 11-19, 22-30, and 33-34 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over Foley et aL, U.S. Patent No. 5,706,502 
(Foley), in view of Arora et al., U.S. Patent NFo. 5,911,145 (Arora), and fiorther in view of Francis et 
aL, U.S. Patent 6,182,092 (Francis), In paragraph (16) of the Office Action, claims 9-10, 20-21, and 
31-32 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over Foley, Arora, and Francis as 
applied to '^ h^rv^ 1, 12, and 23 above, and futthet in view of Lisle et aL, U.S. Patent No. 6,069,630 
(Lisle). 

The Office Action rejects claim 1 in an almost identical manner to that of prior rejections as 
follows: 

In rcgaid to indcpcadcnt ckim 1, Foley teaches: 

- project files -within a porrfolio file, said porrfblio file containing references lo members of a 
set of project files, said project file contaioing a URL of an HTML file including an applex tag (Foley 
column 2 lines 55-63, column 8 lines 57-59, Figuic 3 item 170A; compare widi claim 1 "reading 
information from a pr<^tct file, . 

- Foley does not specifically reach a relationship between a foim element and an HTML page 
and ira associated HTML file. However, Francis teaches embedded form objects in an HTML page 
(said page prOCessiug a file name), \n^ereby a icIadoosHp between form objects within said HTML 
page is generated with ihe help of a "Strucmrcd Language Elemcnt-co-Embeddable Object Class 
Association Table" (Ftancis column 4 lines 45-S2, column 10, lines 53-64, column 14 lines 55-61; 
compare with claim 1 . Jht information comprijing a rvkitionship benueen an eltmmt that has hesn transfmd 
from a form to an HTML pag9 and tbe IfTMLfth assoeiafcd with the HTML pagi\ and ''from thsforvf*). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply 
Francis to Foley^ because of Francis's taught advantage of defining relationships in order lo provide 
editing of pages and forms within a single envitonmeni (as taught by Francis), to the single portfolio 
environment of Foley (See Francis column 4 lines 25-30). 
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• processiiig fin applet referenced in csch web dotniment (Foley cohixnn S, lines 32-49); 
con^axe vwth claim 1 "prvwji^g tbt information to map iht ekment to the HTML 

- a gEapHeal user mteifkcc in the fonn of a Java Workshop, including pxesenced icon 
fipedfications and a toolbar (Foley Figure 1, column 4, lines 28^3). Frands teaches a relationship 
between form objccrs within said HTML page as previously discussed, above Foley does not 
specifically teach the visual display between mapped elements and an HTML file. However, Arora 
teaches die displayed mapping of elements to an HTML page (Aroia Abstract, column 10 lines 60-65, 
column 14 lines 32-36, Figures 22, 42). Compare the above with daim 1 **dijplq^^ tbs mapping on a 
ffxipbicai user iniefface that hschiiei the nlationship between the ekmtnt, the form, and tht HTML Jl^^. It would 
have been obvious lo one of Ordinary skill in the an at the time of the invention to f^pply Arora to 
Foley and Francis, because of the advantage of visibly showing mapped files, links, and objects of an 
HTML page in an organized ^shion that Arora btings do Foley. 

In response lo Applicants' prior response that ckady set forth disnngukhing £a.ctors, che 
Office Action responded as follows: 

Applicant's argomentis filed 1/23/2002 (paper #8) have been fiJly and carefully considered 
but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues on page 8 (at top) of the amendment that the cited an of rcfcrencctj do not 
reach an element that has been transferred fcom a form to an HTML page, providing a mapping from 
an clement transfcired from a form lo an PTE^ML file associated with an HTML page, and displaying a 
mapping horn an element to an HTML file in a graphical user interface that indicates die relationship 
between the dement; the form, and the HTML file. AppHcant also argues on page 8 (at bottom) to 
page 9 (at top) of the amendment that Francis's Table is merely a list of tag components and an 
identifier for an object used to create a component. The examiner notes that Francis teaches 
embedded form objects in an HTML page (said page possessing a file name), hereby a relationship 
between form objects within said HTML page u generated -with the help of said Table. Frands 
teaches a class identifier identifying an object selected according to a selected tag component (e.g., an 
HTML tag name) of die structured language clement with reference to said Table (Prands column 4 
lines 45-50). Fjrands teaches HTML tag names as form tag names (Francis column 10 lines 50-60, 
column 15 lines 40-50), and teaches rtkiiomb^ bstxvfin an sfmsni that has bmi transfemd from a form to 
an HTML, page and th9 HTML fiJe associated with tbe HTML pa^\ 

Applicant argues on page 9 of the amendment ^t the dted art of i^ference^ do not teach ■ 
m?ipping an element to an HTML file. The examiner notes that Foley teaches project files. Francis 
teaches mapping between HTML form tag elements and an HTML file. 

Applicant argues on page JO of the amendment that Aiora docs not teach mapping an 
element to an HTML file- The examiner notes that Arora isaches the displayed mapping of elements 
to an HTML page (Arora colmnn 14 lines 32-36, Figures 22, 42). In additional support of this 
lejeciion, Aioia teaches a structure editor for Websites, including defining the layout of each page in a 
site (Arora Abstract). Arora also teaches a page editor including values of Properties window 
(properties for a di^Uycd page)(Aroia column 10 lines 61-67)» and a list of draw objects (Arora 
column 11 lines 7-20). 

In view of the rejection and the Intettricw with the Examiner, Applicants respectfully 
continue to traverse these rejections for one or more of the following reasons: 

(1) Neither Foley, Francis, nor Arora teach, disclose, or suggest the form as claimed; 

(2) Neither Foley, Francis, nor Arora teach, disclose, or suggest an element that has been transferred 
from a form to an tTTML, page; 
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(2) NHtber Foky, Francu, norAfora teach, £sclt>se, or su^st providing a mcfpingffom an eknmt 
transferred from a form to an HTML fik associated with an HTML page; 

(3) Neither Foky, Francis, norArora teach, disclose, or suggest displa^ng a mapping fivm an element 
to an HTML file in a ffophical user interface that indicates (he relationship betoken the element, the form, and the 
HTML file; 

(4) Fronds^ form object is distinffdshabk from and not even remotely similar to the form from which 
elements are transferred from as claimed; 

The piesent claims provide for displaying (in a gtaphical user interface) a relarionship ^e,> 
mapping) between an HTML file and an elemenr from a form, wherein the dement was transferred 
to an HTML page. The graphical user interface indicates the reladonship between the element, the 
form that the element was transferred from, and an HTML file that the element was transferred to. 
Such claim language illusttates that the user may easily view the reladonships of objects involved in 
the creation of a web page in a graphical user interface. Such viewing capability may further allow a 
user to easily manipulate a page and various elements in a page using a tool for building an HTML 
page (associated with an HTML file). Further, as described in the specification, since the form 
contains one or more elements, and many instances of an element may be used in various HTML 
pages, only one copy of the form (that includes the element) needs to be retrieved locally (see page 
15, lines 1-5). Accordiogly, processing and transfer time are optimized 

Once the information is read from the project file that contains the relationship between the 
dement and a particular HTML file, the information is processed to obtain a mapping from the 
clement in the form to the HTML file. Once obtained, the mapping is displayed in a graphical user 
interfece. The graphical user interfece allows the user to identify the element in the HTML file> the 
fomi where die element was transferred from, and the HTML file where the element was 
transferred to. 

The Office Action admits that Foley fails to teach the relationship between a form element 
and an HTML page and its associated HTML file and utilizes Francis to teach this claim element- 
The Office Action cites coL 10, lines 53-64 to teach the form as claimed, CoL 10, lines 53-64 merely 
refers to an HTML FORM tag element. Essentially, Francis's HTML FORM tag element is utilized 
to teach the element transferred from a form as claimed. However, as described herein and as 
discussed in the Interview with die Examiner, an HTML FORM tag element is cleariy 
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distinguishable &om an element that has been transfeued feom a form to an HTML page. While 
the element transferred could be a FORM tag element, a FOUM tag clement is not equivalent to a 
form &om which elements are transfecced into an HTML page. 

Further, the Office Action uses Francis' "Structured Language Elemenr-to-Embeddable 
Object Lass Assodarion Table" (hereinafter referred to as 'Table**) to provide for the relationship. 
Col. 16, lines 43 - col. 17, line 8 describes such a Table. As described in Francis, the Table merely 
comprises an HTML tag component 226 widi an object class identifier (CLSID) 234 (see coL 16, 
lines 48-50), Accordingly, the Table is merely a list of tag components and an identifier for an 
object used to create the component. As further illustrated in Frands, when an HTML tag is 
identified/selected while trying to transform an HTML document into RTF format (see coL 15), the 
Table is searched for the selected tag component (see coL 16, lines 64-66). Thus, the Table in 
Francis is a relationship between a tag and an object used to create the tag and not an element and a 
form and an HTML file. Further, there is no indication in Francis that the class in the Table is firom 
a form. 

Such a Table is clearly distingoishable £x>m information or a mappiog that indicates the 
transfer firom a form (and not an object or a class) to an HTML file associated widi the HTML page 
(as claimed). Further, contrary to that su^ested in the Office Action, a listing of objects and tags is 
NOT eqmvalent to a relationship between an element that has been transferred from a form to an 
HTML page and the HTML file associated widi the ffTML page. Thus, while Francis describes tags 
and class ids, there is no fully displayed mapping that indicates the form where an object/element is 
obtained firom or the HTML file that the object/element is placed in. 

Additionally, the Table of Francis is used to convert HTML to RTF (see coL 14, line 56 — 
coL 15 line 2). However, in the present invention, the end result is the display in a graphical user 
interface of a mapping that indicates the relationships. Such a display may then be manipulated and 
used as the user desires. Such a method, use, and result are cleady distinguishable from that of 
Francis. 

The Office Acdon submits that Foley provides for the second element of the independenc 
claims. However, while Foley may provide for processing an applet referenced in each web 
document (as indicated in the Office Action), such processing does not result in mapping the 
element to the HTML file. In Foley, the processing merely provides that the JWS browser pulls in 
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and begins executing any referenced applets found in a Web document (see coL 5, lines 9-31). 
However, the present claims provide that the processing results in mapping an element that has 
been transferred from a fotm to an HTML page and not beginning the execution of the applets. 
Execution of an applet is clearly different from mapping. Accordingly, Foley ^ilg to teach, disclose, 
oi suggest the invention as claimed. 

Additionally, even if Foley were combined with Frands, the restilt would be to process the 
applets in a web document (from Foley) and add them to a tabic of applets and their corresponding 
tags (as in Francis). Such a teaching is clearly different from reading information and processing to 
obtain a mapping from the element to and HTML file. 

The Office Acdon rejects the last claim element under Arora FIGS, 22 and 42 and col, 14, 
lines 32-36 and indicates that Foley fails to teach this element However, as indicated in the prior 
Office Action response, FIGS. 22 and 42 and coL 14, lines 32-36 of Arora provide for an Assets 
Display that shows the files, links, and objects in a data processing system. 




The assets shown in FIG. 42 axe the draw objects for the products page of FIG. 22. 
Viewing FIG. 42, it appears that the Assets Display has a name of an object/ file, the type of the 
object, a location of the object, a size of the object, and a date (see annotation). Thus, FIG. 42 
merely provides a listing of the objects within a particular project. There is no mapping indicating 
an HTML file where the object is located Fiirthermore, there is no indication or concept anywhere 
in FIG, 42 that the element has been transferred from a form to an HTML page. Listing objects 
found in a folder is not eqtiivalent to displaying a mapping of dements from a form to an HTML 

-14^ 

G&C 30571. 179-US-Ol 



Receivedfronx +13106418798 > at 7/10/02 5:42:28 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] 



07-10-2002 02:42PM FROM-Gates A Cooper LLP +13106418798 T-920 P-018/021 F-913 



file. Further, there is no suggestion to add a mapping from any other reference to the listing. The 
listing is merely a lisring of very generalized information about objects in a particular project and the 
folder location where the object is stored To contend that displaying a list of dements is equivalent 
to displaying paiticuktr specially obtained mapping information is without merit. Accordingly, Atora 
&ils to teach, disclose, or suggest the invention as claimed 

None of the cited references provides for all of the capabihties and details as claimed 
Further, as described above, when combined, the references actually teach away firom Applicants* 
invention. Additionally, the various elements of Applicants' claimed invention together provide 
operational advantages over the systems disclosed in Foley, Arora, Francis, and Lisle, In addition. 
Applicants' invention solves problems not recognized by Foley, Arora, Frands, and lisle. 

Thus, Applicants submit that independent claims 1, 12, 23> and 34 are allowable over Foley, 
Francis, and Arora, Further, dependent claims 2-11, 13-22, and 24-33 are submicred to be allowable 
over Foley, Arora, Francis, and lisle in the same manner, because they are dependent on 
independent claims 1, 12, 23, and 34, respectively, and because diey contain all the limitations of the 
independent claims. In addition, dependent claims 2-11, 13-22, and 24-33 recite additional novel 
elements not shown by Foley, Arora, Francis, and lisle. 
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VEIL Conclmion 

In view of the above, it is submitted that this application is now in good order for allowance 
and such allowance is zespcctfuQy solicited Should the Examinet beHeve minor toattets ^till remain that 
can be resolved in a telephone interview^ the Ejcaminet is urged to call Applicants' undersigned 
attorney. 

Respectfully submitted, 

GATES & COOPER IX.P 
Attorneys for Applicant(s) 

Howard Hughes Center 
6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1050 
Los Angeles, California 90045 
(310) 641-8797 



Date: ^^/^^^Z^L^ By:. 




Name: Victor CJ, Cooper 
Reg. No.: 39,641 

VGC/JSF/amb 
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APPENDIX: VERSION WITH MARKINGS TO SHOW CHANGES MADE 

1 . (FOUR TIMES AMENDED) A method of displaying a relationship between an 
HTML file and aa element ficom a fotE n. whatein the clement [that] is in an HTML page, 
comprising: 

reading information £i:om a project file, the information comprising a relationship beto^een 
[an] ihig element that has been transferred fcom [a] ifas form to [an] ^ HTML page and the HTML 
file associated with die HTML page; 

processing the information to map the element fi:om the form to the HTML file; and 
displaying the mapping on a graphical user interface that indicates the relationship between 
the element, die form, and the HTML file, 

12. (FOUR TIMES AMENDED) A apparatus for displaying a relationship between an 
HTML file and an element firom a for m, wherein the element [that] is in an HTML page, 
comprising: 

means for reading information fi:om a project file, the information comprising a relationship 
between [an] liis element that has been transferred firom [a] Ae form to [an] &e HTML page and 
the HTML file associated with the HTML page; 

means for processing the information to map the element fi:om the form to the HTML file; 

and 

a display for presenting the mapping to a user on a graphical user interface that indicates the 
relationship between the element, the form, and the HTML file. 
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34. (THREE TIMES AMENTDED) A computer readable data structure for 
representing a software project in a single file, the software project comprising a project application 
defined by executable programming logic, and a project environment for developing the application, 
the data structure comprising: 

a first section comprising the executable programming logic needed to load and execute the 
project applicadon in the computer, and 

a second section for storing data required to restore the project environment, and for storing 
information comprising a relationship between elements that have been transferred from a form to 
an HTML page and HTML files associated with the HTML page in the project; 

wherein the relationship between elements, the form, and the HTML file is [capable of 
being] displayed in a graphical user interface. 
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